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Dear Harold, 

I think you missed what I was getting at in my memo on 
Bowley and Benevides, Police tapes aside, the testimony /affidavit 
is not all that clear that Bowley was the first the call the dis- 
patcher. From Benavides' testimony, it is clear that he did get 
through first, and that immediately afterwards, Bowley usea the 
radio. Three minutes after Benavides and Bowley used the radio, 
Callaway did. 

Unless your tape differs from the transcript in CE 1974i 
the transcript itself clearly seems to hear out this account, namely 
that Benavides and Bowley used the radio in sequence, one after the 
other, and that Benavides spoke first. It seems so clear to me that 
I wish you would take the time to t\irn to 23H857-8 and compare the 
transcript with the tape you have. Although the transciipt has only 
one "citizen" making this first call, it's obvious there were two. 

The first gives the location as "404 10th Street." The second, who 
comes in with "Hello, police operator, did you get that?", gives 
the location as 510 East Jefferson. What this all indicates to me 
is that at 1:16 Benavides spoke into the radio and that he was 
immediately followed hy Bowley, Callaway's call would have come at 
1:19, three minutes later, 

Kow, what you describe of your tape indicates otherwise, and 
I'm not sure why because you've said little more than conclusory 
statements. I assume the clear accent you identify as that of 
Benavides is Spanish. Do you know for a fact that Benavides has 
such an accent? Is it clear from your tape that two different 
Itetix "citizens" are not speaking during the "first" call? Can 
someone who might be Callaway ever be heaord nn your tape making the 
call described by both Benavides and Callaway? 

I am just having trouble figuring out what you see of 
importance on the tapes, I know none of this is new, and indeed, 
Bowley goes back to L&ne's and Sylvia's books. For that matter, 

I doubt if the tapes are new. The transcripts of CBS' specials in 
1964 and 1967 indicate that excerpts from the tapes were played. 

In fact, page 5 of Part III of the 1967 shows indicates that they 
played the same portion of the tape to which you are referring, 
although with editing. 

I also think there are some problems with the statement in 
your letter to the Enquirer that the Commission's "reconstruction of 
his time took 17 minutes and 45 seconds..." When Belin stated that 
time for the record, he specified that it was based on walking an 
indirect route. FBI agebt Barrett walked another route in 12 minutes, 
according to an 11/29 report he wrote (24H18). The problem is how 
you use the information. To prove that the distance from the rooming- 
house to the Tippit site couldn't be walked in 12 minutes, that 
quote from Belin is not worth much. Its real significance is in terms 
of the Commission's investigation and the honesty of the REport. 

Since all of this traces back to your letter to Enquirer, 
perhaps my concern will be more comprehensible to you if I quote 
from that letter: 
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"The actual tape proves that Tippit was killed much earlier 
than in the official account..." How? Are you saying that there 
is anything in the tape you have to indicate that the first hroadcast 
was made earlier than the WC says, 1:16? Are>t you disputing the 
time of the hroadcast of simply made it, Bowley or Benavides? 
Remember, Bowley did not say he made the broadcast at 1:10, he said 
he arrived at the scene at 1:10. 



*' Benavides was honest. He volunteered that another man had 
^ made the broadcast...*' This is not what Benavides said. According to 
his account, he contact the dispatcher and d^d give the location, 

but then told Bowley he wasn't sure if he operated the radio right 
and then Bowley got into the car and used the radio. 

Understand, I agree that Bowley stacks. But on the one question 
of exactly who said what to the dispatcher, neither Bowley nor BbwI 
Benavides stacks 100/o against the transcript. There are two addresses 
given. On the whole, the transcript does bear out Benavides* account 
of that first call, with Benavides giving the 10th Street address, 
and then Bowley getting on and being told to get off by the dispatcher 
(this is prior to Calls-way, who was also told to get off). 

I am also having trouble with your statement in a later letter 
on this matter, "And what Belin did is to suborn perjury." Please 
explain. Prom who? Benavides? 

What I*m really looking for is to have you articulate exactly 
why you think the tape is important — even if just from a PR view, 
even if it is nothing new. The suggestion in what you wrote the 
Enquirer is that the tape reveals a whole new broadcast, one suppressed 
from (or by) the WC, and coming much earlier than the one acknowledged 
by the WC. You have so far said nothing which persuades me this is 
in fact what you have. I*m inclined to believe that yoip tape conforms 
to the transcript in 1974 andx am still not certain how you 

arrived at the inferences you have based on the accent you attribute 
to Benavides. 



I am concerned because on the basis of what you*ve told me, 
the use you"plan to make is at best ambiguous and at worst erroneous. 
If you really think it can go over big and have an impact, then I m 
concerned that it be as accurate as possible and not capable of 
being knocked down. 

I appreciate that you are very busy. If this could get 
public attention, though, I think you have an obligation to assure its 
accuracy. I also don't think it could he anything but beneficial 
if you would take the time to explain in a clear, logicial way, the 
meaning and significance you ascribe to the tape. 



Best, 
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■p.S. The paraphtase of Benavides in my annotation to the Bowley affidavi- 
in E>i (495) is inacciirate. Ky purpose there was to show that, in 
identifying Benavides as the one who made the call, the Kepor 

was hiding Bowley. This general point is still valid — Bowley wa^ 
hldden--but I should have said that. Bene vide s told Belin that he 
and Bowley used the radio. As I said in my earlier memo, my misunder- 
standing was based on lane’s book. 
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